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Ultimate Fares, Inc. andi RO]ﬁl Herskoviti

Violations of 14 CER iPsb 80(), 14 (L‘FR 399.84

and U.S.C. § 4171# DOT-OST-2009-0002

-
Enforcement Proceeding

3
i
H

DE LAhRATION OF RONI HERSKOVITZ

- 1, Roni Herskovitz, hdirebv declare: 1

1. I am over e1gkjteer years of age.jl I have personal knowledge of the following
mattérs, and if called as a wiiims‘ I would and%oould testify competently to the same.

2. Ultimate F ares Ing. (“Ultimate Fares”) is a small company cngaccd in the
business of selling commerc;hl line tickets, a.mong other things.

3. [ am the Presﬂient and Chief Ex.ecutlve Officer of Ultnnatc Fares.

4. Attached as E-jax}u‘t it'] is a true a{nd correct copy of an information request from
the Department of Transport;i.tiony “DOT”) regfarding fare disclosures on Ultimate F' ﬁ.res’
website, dated April 29, 200&- '

5. David J. Morq.me Esquire, has .not represented me or Ultimate Fares with respect
to informal or formal proceeﬁlnéf in this mattcr

6. I did not did rlot l¢arn of the DQ)T’s information request until approximately June

1, 2008.
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7. After I learned of the DOT’s inf;ormation request, Ultimate Fares retained counsel
to aid in responding to the DQT’3 1nforrnat10n request
8. Ultimate Fare§’ cclunsel then commumcated with the DOT in responding to the

DOT s requests.

9. Ultimately, {hough Ultimate Fares disagreed with the DOT”s allegations

regarding the websne s fare chscl

requests. 5

10. As such, ResP*md

been, in compliance with the:app
i

11, Indeed, Ultirhate

Hsures, Ultlmate Fares made changes based on the DOT’s

fnts believes that the Ultimate Fares’ website is, and has always
icable regula’éions.
’ 1

Fares’ websitée has, at all times, disclosed its fares in a manner

identical or similar to sinﬁlariwelLsites, and in c:bompliance with the applicable regulations.

i

12.  Neither Lnti:n%.te i)

i
13.  OnMay 5, 2009, ]

i
14, I was not awaie of
Ultimate Fares’ servers wereidow

entire period, I was unable tojretr

ares nor [ wals actually served with the Complaint.

contacted M1L Wind about this matter.

"Mr. Wind’s éarlief e-mail — and hence this matter — because

m from April ]2, 2009, to approximately April 29, 2009. For the

1eve any e-madils.

15. While Ultima{e Fdres® server was down, the Ultimate Fares’ website was down as

well, which meant that there was

no advertising of fares or other business during this period.

16. In the month ¢f April, I was tra‘l'eling extensively. Among other places, I was in
|

Phoenix, Da.llas, Florida, and Cal
17. Also in the ménth

additional voicemail messagés.

fornia.

of April, my jvoi_cemail was full and I was unable to receive
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18. 6ncc Ultimaté Fates’ server- stahed working again, I had a great deal of work to
do on the website and the bu§me§s because of 'dhc long down period, as well as a very large
amount of e-mail that had acq:um Jlated in my gocount over the month of April,

19. On May 5, 20b9, 1 discovered !\i{r Wind’s e-mail regarding the Enforcement

. Complaint. This was the firs{ [ lefa.med anythmgabout the formal action and I contacted Mr.

Wind immediately.

i

20. Had I or UltuTate Fares reccweil the Enforcement Complaint earlier, [ and
Ultimate Fares would have filed an answer Waﬁunthc prescribed period.

21. The penalty sa:ugt tin the Enﬁ)rhemcnt Complaint is several multiples greater

than Ultimate Fares® annual fevepue. .:

I declare under penally of perjury that Riliﬁargoing is true and correct. Executed on this

7th day of May, 2009.
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